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I X^TRODUGTia: 



iiii'ch of the research for this report. T^as acomplished in my capacity 
as Chaimaii, Subcominittee on Pricing, GPO Users Survey conducted ty the 
'Coimnittee" on Information liangups. ' ITje Gonnrdttee includes a group of 
librarians in the ^-ashingtoo, D.G. area t*o are conceited about hangups 
.in obtaining and using governBent information. The Cokiittee usiially 
holds regular biaontHly neetings tliroug^iout the year to discuss* varj.ous 
info2Tiation problenD, Visits nay be ^scheduled to locaJ. government in- 
stallations and Jibrariec, and responsible government official^ ar^ fre- 
quently invited to present their vieT?s or participate 3^ the discussions. 

The Committee may 'also undeortake reseaiSch project's or investigationc . 
An analysis of rational leblinical Information Service (iiTI&) 'policies 
resulted in publication of the report, gistin ction is Alia.riS fxovi a . ^ 
Technical Librarians roint -of -VieTi , 1971 t^vail^^ie ^oxn I^TlCC as ED O5S913). 
In 197^ the Qommittee investigated ti^ services jxrovided by the Defense 
Documentation Center, and reported the results in Es T >eciall y DDG g Users 
J^ofe at the DoD Infornatj on I'ransfeas. Ptocess , January 1975 tavailabl^ 
from hUS as AD AOO5 ^ 



In the fall ©$/l975 the Committee undertook a project to investigate 
the services provided by the Government Printing Office . Subcommittees ^ 
i;ere organized on Customer Sgrvice, Serials and Subscriptions, iiontfily 
Catalog and Libliograi^c Cpntrol, Congressioiial iateri^s*, and Pricing. 
The major effort of these subconcdttces T-jas to design a c^uestionnaire 
covering ^hese iopics -iiich ijas mailed on /4iril 23,-.1976 tt) a representa- 
tive sample of over 700 libmriaiis ijiio Acquire and use GrG publications 
in all/'iiypes of libraries, istatistical samples ijore talcen ftom the mailing^ 
list s^^ of the Special Libraries Associcitionj Government Docum'e6ts PiOiand' 
TaWfe, and American Association of Lair Libraries to select the addressees, 
Tl^ rcGiilj^B of the survey irere tabulated by computer, and included a nun- 

of ciros^ tabulations of related Questions. . 

-i^a results Tiere analyzed, 
'^and together idth other research became the basis of summary reports 
prepared by each subcommittee. A consolidatedr-f^aal "summary report idll 
be published in Special Libraries . The project iras supported and financed 
by the, Special Libraries Association.. In charge of the Survey uas i^ary L. 
Knobbe, irfio is Chairman of the SLA Government Information Services Com- 
mittee, iirs. ivnobbe is tl^e librarian, iietropolitan Uasliington Council 
of Governments, and an active member of the Committee -on Information ' 
iiangujps. - ' 

^ this report I' expand on the section on GPO Pricing iihich I < * 

prepared for the Committee •s consolidated ^summary report. It provides 
more background information, and discusses the topic in greater detail 
tlian ira^ possible in t^he siunmary report. It also discusses related 
topics trfiich nere not mentioned in the uoiiinittee report. ITiile the 
findings and conclusiokc in tliis report are 'necessarily similar to those 
in the Committee's sumrte report since they a^i^e baspd on the- same research, - 
tliis report is pUi^lished independently and liiis not received official^ 
Gomr,iittee or SLA cndorse^nent . / , . 
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X, ■ ■ , ... 

_ Prior to my research effort on behalf of the adnmittee on Iriformatipn 
iiangups, I had become concerned about the shajrp rise in GPO prices as a 
practicing documents librarian- and as an officer of the Federal Documents ' ' 
Task Force, Goverraaent Documents Round Table, Amsrican Library Association. 
I had- prepared a Critical analysis of the .^^orfptroller General's Report to 
the Joint ComEiittee 'on Printing, "Pricing of I%blications Sojct^to the 
.Public, Government 2rinting Office (B-m C29)'', dated iiovem^r 19, 197^, 
< T:ih3;ch \&& published in J tocunents to the Peopl e, the ne.insletter of the" 
Government Documents Round. Table "(vol . 3, no. 7, Se^rtember 1975, PP. ^5- 
30). It vas apparently because of this ?-rticle that I >ias asked to chair 
the Subcommittee on Pricinc of the GIO Users Suivey.- 

» * « ' 

There hae been a sharp rise in prices for GPO sales publllcations 
since October 1972 lAiich has grsatly exceeded recent double-^iigit infla- 
- tion as measured by the Consuiaer Price Index. This sliarp rise in pricfes 
has had an adverse effect on the ability of " ii or^aries and other users to 
purchas| govemnent docunentsV There is no appcxent disagreement on this 
analysis of the situation. ^ ^ 5 

iioifever,< there is cause for honest^disagreenent about certain factors 
related directly and indirectly to pricing p^iicy for GFO sales publications. 
These/ fcictors includi^t, but are not lindted' to the f olloTjing: inte3T?retation 
* of se^ion 1708,- Title Code TdiicSi i^ the- current lau regardiiig 

jiricing of GPO sales publications; ccMicept .of 'user charges" as applied 
to gpvemiitent wblicationsj dfbhotony of 2ree publicatictflS to' ^oae indiv- 
" iduals "and grtS^ps, and sales publications fbir others; subsidising individual 
publications, or groups oT publications' an.d expecting others to l5e "se^- - 
^ sUi^taining" ; amount of ma^ement zjdtxdl that issuing/publisliing agencies ^ 
sho^d exercise over the printing and of their pubjAcations by G^0^ 
conce^^^^if>^ legislative branch agency exGraLsing control of the majority . 
^ of government printing Tihich is originated by the executive branch; and 
Comparison' of GK> jxrinting and subscription rulfillnent costs irith those 
df private industa^r. 

\ Questions 16/ 1?^ and 18 of the Gonnittee cn Inforraation Hangups* 
. GPOyjsers Survey devoted to queotionsW GrO^pricing pplipy in the 
^oU^Tjing areas: imp^t of recent ^^arp il^-in publication prices; com- ^. 
paxison of GPO prices lath pomparaole commercial publications^' and 
^ opinion of librarians on a prjxppr pricing policy for GPO sales publica- 
_ tions.; TWLs (Report \oXL discuss and aiialyzeVche results of the Survey 
questionnaire. It Tiill also pSfbvide historical background, discuss the. ^ 
current situation, and anaij^e the controversial factors mentioned above. 

Pollpidng the mailing of the questionnai^ in April I976, the Joint 
Committee on Printing obtaiaed an- appropriation of .^300,000 ill the Second 
Supp2,enental Appropriation i^ll for PY 1976 (P|L. 94-303) ^to\ contract an 
outside consultant "to complete a comprehensive! maiaagement revieir and 
analysis**5fttf the Govemnent Printing Office's orfanieation. policies, -^"^ 
system3 and^^xrocesses". I hope that the consultant Td>ll maJce a thcJroti^ V^ 
investigation^ of the controversial factors mentioned above. 
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Question 16; Iiapact of Sharp T tine in GPQ Pr^^^ps 

On Questi(^ l6A of the GPO Users Sv-/oy lihraidans vje^e aslced if they, 
perceived a sharp rise in prices for GPO c-.les publicatioils ^sinee 1972. 
3,?^ « respondents, 199 (or 91.%o) rojiied "yes*' and 19 (or S.?/.) 
re^ed"no". This result ^ not suprisinc. * 

, " '' » 

^ Question 16B aslted hou the GPO price increase affected the liTxcarv's 
purcaase of publications flrom GPO on an annual l^s compared ^Mh the 
Fce-ii?72 period. Did it reduce the mnbor of publicati6ns purchased, and, 
so-hou nuch ;atiiin the rangea she;;! in the suiamsry ogIo^t? Hou ruch/^ 
more did it spend for tho same niub^ of piiblications? A summary of the 
responses is shoTjn "beloTr: ,. , . • »• 

* RESULT ^ 

X ' - . - Pzi^ 26-5g; over 50^. Total 

" Reduced number of publications bo:-'*t ' 

^ . 23 28 0 9 68 

Increased expenditqres for the sane 12 21 27 47 - in? 

number of publications . • ^ * 

^her . - . 3 . _ ' 3 g 

"b. ^■'■^ ■^'^^ Federal Statistics Users Conference conducted a 
,^ey_..eGardinc the Tineliness of i^cderal Statictics" iiliich included 
a quesoioa similar to Cjaestion, l6. Their iueotion 8, "lias the ^ticrca^e 
in price.s of govomnsnt" publications me::at a reduction in the flor of 
statist". csavaiI?;ole td you?" obtained the folloirlng resTX)nse: "yes" - 

■ ? ^-^^i^^-' ^ respondents 

also indicated speciiic ption they M taken as a result of the price 

^a^J-^ )o< :f<^"°-f>^<= "^^r °^ s:.ibscriptions or parch_-^e2. - 38 
<zl nK? certain subscriptions or puircl^ases'- 35 -(Or 

fl'^d'^^^'''^^ increased the size of their publications budget - jfe 

..?"!^^^°".f^^-sJ^ed those librarians wio reduced the number of toiS- 
,licartions Furcrv:£sed TJhether they are attenptajic to obtain these pubiica- 

sr^n? ?3 (or°s:>-)C -^^ ' ^•^'-^^ 

Mtiiough a larce majority of librarians Iiil rxjrceived a sliaxrf rise 

'"^^^y ■ ^^^^^ed the number of mbllca- 
Se L^^'of 5^ ' °^ ^-^^^rors (75^) feS ,dthin 

tne range of 25: reduction or less m the number of pu^rchr^sos, irith 3^J 
jathm thd range ^of or less. 5Ms^s probably duf to the fact tli? . 
.there arc {usually no suitaMe substitutes i;luch. provide the unique ' 
- a^"!^ mfonnation available ii: goverm.:ent publiccttior.:.. i.oU ' 

!i!::f'n, P^-^'-c^^'- the number of pifilications purchased from QPO 
Spv nnv attempting to ob-tain them from other sources, 

fhey may riot oe avcre of the paradoxial situation in iMch many publica- 
tions vhiih are soldH^y GPO are also available i^e.f^m th^ssS^g/ ' ^ 
publishing agencies (but on a "first-come-first-servcd" basis)-. Other 

SS'nSte^T T ^ ^^^JJ'^ in^aMcrofom edition fi4 a commer-' 
cial puolisher at>a lotrer price than the Jiard^^opy edition sold by GPO, / 



V HI. liistory of GPO Price Rise 
« « 

In ilovenber 1972 the Public Printer 'authorized an^ interim across- ^ 
the-board increase in the sales price for GPO publications of over '70:;i. 
This T^as the first generalTriap in prices since 1968» The price increase 
}j^B authorized to get the salds program bade on a J'self-sustaidling" basis. 
The^controversyi of interpretamon of pricing policy prescribed by section 
I7OG, Title l\kf U.S. Code (i.J^. "cost as determined by the J^iblic Printer 
plus 5) percent"; vdll be analyzed in detail beloTr, Suffice to say at 
this point that the GPO interpretation of section^ 17O8 is that 'the sales 
program should be "self-sustaining", ^ After many years of producing a 
net incoke of ^ over 25?, the sales program tjent into a deficit situation 
Xn FY 1972 primarily as a result of incireased charges for postal services 
ftom milHon in FY 1971 to 4^15 million in FY 1972. The advent of 
double-digit inflation in the early 197Q's also resulted in sizeable in- 
creases in costs for labor and m&terials. \ . " 

The interim across-the-board price increases of 197^jrere replace^ ^ 
by revised pricing f ornula in Auguot 1973^, i^jhich tail be' discussed in 
detail beloif. The nevr pricing f ornula resulted in price incree^s of^about 
the same general range as tl)e^ introduced in 1972 and irere reported by 
GPO to average 75^ ovexa^mm Janiiary to July 1973, GPO assigned dual 
prices to many pubHc^ilTons: a reduced price for copies sold over-the- 
counter in GPO booh^toreg, and a hi^er price for mail or^rs. This- 
policy ms discontinued ^in iiarch 197^ because it xjas determined that 
"it costs as much to diirtritute documents through a boclcstore as tlirough 
--bhe mail. In addition, dual pricing resulted in less 'revenue, adminis- 
trative problems, increased errors in order processing, and^customer 
complaints". All publications Tiere repriced at the mail order price. 
In October 1.974, a price increase reported by GtO to average 'lO-2Q^ 
approved. Another price increase of about '20^J i^as .^thorized by the 
P^lic Printer ^in 1975. > ' - _ 

» * • . _ 

. sharp rise in prices generated a number of complaints ftom 

lilt^rians and other users. The* Washington Office of the American Idbras?y~^ 
Association sent letters to the IIousB and Senate Subcommittees on." Lccilr- 
lative Branch Appropriations. They idll be- fotind as folloifs: House 
hearings on Appropriations fot FY 1975* (pp. 928-29), for FY 197? (pp. 1223- . 
1225)} and Senate hearings on Appropriations fpr FY 1975 (pp. 602-603): , 
for FY 1976 (pp. 1182-1103); and for FY 1977 (pp. 6iH-6ff2). The Federal 
ftlitors Association passed a resolution on' August 4, I975 i^ich stated 
that "the periodical price increase^, literally have priced many of our 
publications out of the mailiet. As a result, our-ability to inforri 
the public about Government programs and to malce^conomic data available 
to the public clearly -has been impeded". Tlie Federal Statistics Users ' 
J'P^^f'^^^® py^ed a "marlcet baaliet" of 1^1 significaiit stati-sticai pub- 
lications to illustrate the sliarp rise in piices . Tliis.' provided back- ' . 
GTOunct for various neirspaper articles ajfd is dis'cussed belou. 

• A number of librarians also sept coi;^)laintG about the price .increases 
to the Joint Committee- on Printing. This prompted the JCP Chairmhn on. 
February I3, I97/1 to ^quest the Goriptjcoller General to revieu GPO's 
^cing of pubHeatiais to determine pK> tlungs; "Did the increases em- , 
brace the same financial philosophy iM^h Iiad prevailed in the past? , ' 

1 ■ . /' 



Did the increases change the relationship betvKJen the pricing structure 
and the annual appropriation by Concress?" Tlie Gonptjroller General's 
Report to the GIiairpaB, 'Joint Conrdttee on Printing, llPrici^ig of Publica- 
tions Sold -to the'Public,- Government Printing Ofrice" (B-ll4€29) \iaa 
subraitted on Ilovember 19, 197^ but not released to the public until 
February I975, It viill be referred frequently throughout this report as 
the ^GAO. Report of Ilovember 19, 19?^". 

These complaints from librarians and other users resulted in various 
articles in theMJasliington nernspgiporci , and national journals. A headline- 
• on a Tfeishington Post colunn of ilovember 9, 1973 announced that "iiacaziile 
prices may jump 20C^". A headlin4 on a Hashinri^on Post sto3?y of liarch 20', 
1975 announced/ that "GPO Prices Soar", and t'-x; lead paragraj^ provided as 
an example the, best-selling pamp^et Infant Care irfiich sold, for 20 cents 
from 1963 to 3.972, for 73 cents in 1973» and for .151.05 in ISffk, "a 500 • 
percent price jump in just, over tiro years". / An article in the T/ashin/tton 
St|r. on June 10, 1975 had the folloiiing headline; "The Government Still 
^ Prints It, But It'll Cost You liore t6 Get Jt, GPO's customers are outraged 
- at sprialins prices". The. lead paragraph of tliis story featured a rise 

in price of ^3755 for' the Survey of Current lousiness since -1972, and' a 
. rise in price of 193?^ for the Daily Stateiaent of ttie Treasury . " There are' 
•^many other horri^ble examples iMch mi^t be cited from s uch articles. 

^ ^ Koiiever, to provide a balanced vieu, several representative com- 
pilations and/price indexes lall bo provided: a "narfcet basl:et" of sic- 
nificant statistical publications prepa2;ed by the Federal Statistics ' 
Users Conference; the Botic^ Price Index for l.S. Docuinents Services; and 
a "price-ger-pace" conpilation prepared by the Subconmittee on rricing, 

, The Federal Statistics Users Conference Gathered a "darket-baslret" 
of ^ ifl signif icant statistical publicationc and preyed a chart of "GPO . 
Prices for Feder?a Govemnent Periodicals and Subscriptions Services af 
Interest to Statistics Users", (^ee Appendix A) This chart, include^ ' 
thd price for representative titles for the years 1972 through' 1975/ 
It ^Iso lists annual percent price increases for the years 1972-73; " 
J-973-7^r and 197^-75, plus a percent increase for the* three yedr/pcriod. 
The price increase for all titles ftrom 1972 to I975 las 279?^. The annual ' 
price increases were as follow: 1972-73 (97A); 1973"?^ (^2^) J and 197^ 
1975 (35^>* These increases are higher than those repbrtedT>y the Public 
Printer in the -annual hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations: i.e. 
1972-73 (7J^); 1973-7^. (10-20^) J and 197^75 (2Q?^). ^ i 

U.K. BoHker Company, publisher of labrar/ Journal and Publishers' 
Ifeekly reports in its joumal3_ and the Iloi#.er Annual of Library and Book 
Trade Information various price indexes for books, pgfabdicals, serial y 
..services, and other publications. Its price index to "U.S. Docuiaents 
Services" for 1975 includes 100 representative titles of all types of 
U.S. govemmerit periodicals, subscription services, and publications in . 
series.. The base year for this and other Doticer indexes. is I967-69, and' . 
It stood as folloirc for the tinree year period I972 to 1975: I972 - 15^.7* 
1973 - 10^.6; 197^ - 239.3? and 1975 - 291.1. Tliis translates* into an ' 
increase of 80. 2^- .for the three year period. Tl^cr annual increases rrere " 
as folloTrs: 1972-73 (19.3^^); 1973-7^ (29;(|:); and 197^75 ^(^Iv6f0* 
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By Tiay of comparison the Consuner Price Index with a base year of / 
1967 reported the follojang: 1972 - 125.3; 197-3 " 133.1; 197^ - 1^7.7? 
and 1975 - 161. 2 • This traiislates into an increase of 28,^5 for tho 
tliree year period:, irirJh annual increases as fop.ovrs: 1972-73 (6,2j:J); 
1973-7^ (U^), and 197^5 (^Iv^). . • 

Some government serial titles have increased in siap over the_yeafsr- 



so it may not be fair to compare present price directly against earlier 
prices I have thereforeselestcd-4^ representative anni&l publications 
TSr^four-^^^i^^ boimd 6x9" t regular paperbacic 6x9" 1 

folio paj^^^^cSlDj^^^aiid^ll", and glossy oversisse) and obtained the 
cost pejM^^Sike, and the cosJr-pe^jpage ftom I967 to I976, where available. 
This data is presented on^^p^di^^^-a^-6^— price increase 
per volume fox^Vf^^^s^sx^^l^Tto 1972 i^sWr-^aad^th^ increase in cost 
per page ms^^T^, Tlio average price in(5rease perivolum©^4!or the tliree 
year period 1972 to 1975 i?as 120^^ tihile the increase^in. cosC^^r^a^e 



ms 7Cf;>. D(iring tliis period the number of pages in the f oKLoiiing ainnual 
publications varied. very ^ttfej Yearbook of ACTiciatxire. . !3tatigticadL^ ^ ' 
Abstract, Economic ReDort ^ the -Presidents and the Apiaehdix to the Budget 
of the United States Govexment ♦ ^JDoG-nuaber-^f-^a/^es^ ^ Crime 
Reports incre^sedJioa^S:2'^gesin 1967 tO/^ pages in 1975, and tliT^ 
AxH^^al Reix>rir^ |; the Council on Environmental Q^v^\\\ y froml352 i)ages in' 
1970 to 000 pages in*1975. Data are presented J<3j:^te^'orpubUc^^ 
idiLch in some cases may differ ftom the^Volufie^year. 



The cost per page incre^e.Jfe0irrt:972rt9 1975 (7C^^)^islOT-?er Jhan -'"^ 
the acrcss-the-bo'^gJ^^^5e^.rep0rt^ to the , Aprappriat ion§ Com- 

mittees and^^pnsiaglfebly ix)!^r than those bf the i^,C-*ifiaad:et--basket"- 
of statistical pjiblicaticna^nd tho Bot^cer Tnd§jc-t)? U.S. Documents Services, 
Bie^ latter two nere loaded ^dth periodiAKilsrmost tdth freijuency of mqntlaly 
and many iieelcly. This illustrates ^Iid^TVuch of the price rise for peri- - 
odicals >ja6 due to the increase- in pos\;c^ cliaxges. , For exaiaj)le, the 
subscription price for the^ monthly Survey of Current Business nas raised 
from ;^9^ (1972) to the^^ctorrent price of sWu*-30. This price includes tho 
12 monthly issues^^^;giuj3-4>he Tjeeldy supplement ' Susiness Statistics (52 
issues per year>r^s part of the subscription, a national Income Iss ue 
ijas provided in January 1976, Pbrom July 1975 to Jyne I976 a 'tj^tal of 
908 pages Tjas provided liiich translates into an avefa^e^cosT^r page .of 
5.3190. Tile. cost of a single copy is ^3* ^e^verSge number'' of 'pages 
per issue for" the last 12 months liasjDeen'-^O^pages for an average cost 
per page of 3*333 cents. 3y compaSson the average cost per page for__ 
je^olio siae paperbaci; annual publication in I975 t.jas 1.2^5 JcantsT - 

^e cost per page, of pamphlet^mterial also 'runs ^uite liigh, par- 




vTcll above the averse for^^egular and folio sis^ papefbaclcs, and again 
reflects that post^ chiofees are a major component of the GPO publica- 
tion price. / ' ' . . 



ERLC 



~ 7 • ^ . 



IV. \Question 17t^oi!n:^rison of GPO and Commercial Erices 




QuestioiTl? of the GPO Users Survey librarians were asked how 
they perceived the prices of GPO 'publications vAien compared r>dth commer- 
cial publications in four categories,' A summary of the response is shorn 
^ below; ' ^ . ■ * ' . 

4^.' ^ ^ * GPO^raLces. j^ommercieuL About the 

^ ^ Category ^ <^^ei: Higher Same Total ^ ^ 

Serials-^Cregular & irregular) ^Z9.{l(>M) 9^(3^.7^) ^9 *(28,5S) 172 . 

Monographs . \ ' 9 (5.3^) '1§0 (7a.2jS) ^2 (2^.5^) 171 

Pamphl^s XicQc tlionlO images) 26 ,(i6.2^) , 78. (^.a^> 56^^) 160 ! ' 

Technical reports ^ \^(10.^) 90 (62.^) 39 (27;l^^)-lW 

TOTAiS: \ . . 79 (12.2^) 382 (59^) I86 (28.8?S^7- 

Despite the sharp rise in pricei^'for GPO publications, librarians 
still consider them to be bargains* lAien compared,, with similar commercial 
publications; The concensus for all four categorieis on the survey >as: 
conpercial' prices higher - 59^; GPCTpricesrhi^er - 12.2^; and about tlie 
same - 28.^, As a general r:ule, GPO sales publications have an inherent 
pricing advantage except where such* factors as pass production and 
advertising support are involved, t 

Ihe pricing of GPO sales^ publications is governed by^ section i708,o ^ 
Title United States Code as follows: ' ^ ^^-^ 

' "The price at xMch ^ditional copies of Government publications 
are offeredj^f sale to the public by the Superintendent of Documents 
shair^be^^'^ed oi^ the cost as determined b y . the Public -Printer plus 
50 percent*', .(emphasis added). 
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Although thejje may be disagreement on interpretation of the state- 
ment "cost^as^det^imned''^ the Public Printer", there ^ appears to be 
generai- g^eement; on sl^flcance of theHem "additional ^copies" 'as 
' used in sectipn^ 1708; This means tha^ the price of GPO sales copies 
--Shall be bised on the cost Xo the Public Printer for funning off additional 
copies for sales^purposes after Jbjbe initial rec[tiirem©nt from the issuing/ 
publishing^ency teve beeit-met,/ Th^a3s, aony of 'the costs* inherent in 
printing commercial publications are, not a factor in GPO sales publida-' 
tions. The issMng/publishi'ng a^gency not only pays for the cost of 
preparing the publication for pointing (i,e, researcJh,, writing,^ editing, 
composition, etc i) "but it also pdys the initial set-up costs for printing^ 
the, publications (i,e, type-setting, proof reading, press make-ready, etcO» 
The basic printing and binding costs for GPO sales* publications are there- 
fore limited to' costs to the Public Printer for rurping off additional 
copies. These are usually called "incremental" or^JJrider costs", because 
the Supeiintendent of Documents places a "rider order" for the additional 
copies to be printed jfrom the initial set-^up for the agency run, Hovrever, ' 
for many years the Superintendent of Documents has added a reprint factor 

10' 
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:0£^^o t^the "rider costs" li>efdre Adding tjie' 5?^ mandatory 'surcharge-. . 
when, pricing 'sales publications/ If tiie iiutial* sales stock is depleted 
> and the Superintendent qf Docunents ^fishes- to ohtahi more sales copifes, 
he. may not lae able to "ride" an- agency paid printir^ set-up and idll have ' 
to pay for the set-up coste^i , . • • ^ ' ^ ^ 

• , Althou^ ^PO sales pijblications have inhez^nt C9st advantaged of a 
paftia^l subsidy for prepa3?atdon ahd royalty co^stsi- tod for printing^ 
set-up- costs, they, are usually on subjects of Hmited interest and are 

/piroduced in liiaited qjiantitles* ' Indeed,- most publications pp-hted by 
GPQ.<ih its own or on conrtract) for the issuing/puKLishing ^agen^*^ • 

are of such liBited interest, that thef Superintendent o$ Doc^tgentg. do^ ' 
no-jt exercise* his^option to request additional copies run of f for'^Baies 

^ purposes ♦ Thus ^-pnnting and publishing" of government publications do 
not en joy-tlJe economies of ma^s production inherent JLn, the "mass market 
pa^^back books". Eor^ example, GPO printed the tfanscripts of the ITixon 
tapes in a 1,308 page folio edition for ^12. 25. T^^o commercial publi^er^ 
reset the transcript^ in type and -sold paperback versions of appro:?imately 
700 pages for $2.^5 and $2.95'in iiay 197^,..- The average pricp for a/'mass 
market pap^rbadc- book" in 1975, was - The Bodcer table of prices does 

not provide 'the averse nuiaber'of^ pages per title, or average cost per 
page. ^Assuming the average number of , pages ta be 300 for a mass market ^ 
papertack. book, this translates into an average cost per page .of about 
0.5 cents* Our sample of annual gov^iraient publications slioirs th$ Qpst 
of, a r'egulax '6x9" paperback volume to be O.865 cents per page. ^ • 

Of the four categories of publications ^consicfered, GPO compared least 
favorably in the category of serials, (regular and. irregular) and pamjiilets. 
The principal type .of .serial is the 'periodical* -Had the category been* 
limited to lea4ing^mass cirpulation magazines as Time ^d NeTOTfeekj the 
'comparison wuld liave been less favorable for GPO. Such magazines not 
only 6njoy the economies of mass product ioQ and circulation; but they 
are also ^bsidized by adyertising* Koirever, Sylvia Porter reported . 
recently ^n h'er syndicated column that the- "era 'of the cheap magazine < 
in the U.S. is over". ' Time iiagazine; recentlX^eaisid its nev/stand price 
to one dollar per copy, and its aitoual suj^s^^p^^ $26^ The compar- 
able pricj3s in 1972- iiore|50 cents dxi^y^t a rise of 86-10Q?S. ' for ^ 
the re3.son. Porter cites sever^^Jactors vM^Ja h^ve also caused the sharp , 
rise in price for GPO pale^-?fuBiications: ydpuble digit inflation Tiith 
rises in labor and uiaterial costs; afid e^ablislimfent of the United States 
Postal Service* \iith 'increased postal* Krtes* a:nd eliminatii)n of some sub- 
sidies. HbTOver,^ the m^n. culprit fjx^ the fiso in price for ^ime^d 
similar magazines is reduction iti advertising -revenues, most of lAiich^ 
Imve been lost to, TV tyib^llittle^^ recovery.' tOnejiiagazin^ editor 
stated that "tAth the grovrbh of/TV, the old fo;nimlai^^%ad ^circulation at 
any coQtr,\ads vail, pay for it/ - changed", ^uairother, front, th^ Ctoonicle 
of Hif^er Bducatiorr in its issue for lIo3^ember 17, 1975 reported that " 
scholarly jovimals are also faciing-s^vei^'' fajlancial^pressures ^due' to 
rising costs. ^ Jiajor scHieOjar^^^ ha^^ been forced to ordt many 

book* revicTTS and articlfefe^^irfiich* -ir^^ been published. . 

GPO prices comfeured most favorabJ.y Tiith/Cpmrnercial publishers xn 
the catecory of m^gfaphs. The results irjxrd as folloirs: commercial 
^iees higlier -70.2;^; GP(?p?ri.des lugher/ 5*3^^J and about the same-2^.5/*'- 
(ir? his testimony before the' House Subcojmttee on Legisliitive Dranfch 
(Appropriation/ for P'x 1977 (p. ^>0f J>ne Public Printer (ilr.^iicCormick) 
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referred- the Borf^er price indexes for 1975 vduch^ahov;ed the avefage 
* price of a^hqrdcover tradJe-teclinical lx)o!i' at" A<^.19» and a trade and ' 
hitler /^)riced paperback IjooIc at ^5.2^. Ho did not provide the average-" 
■ Pi^ce for a corapal^ble GPO sales publication, but he did iii^:^<eon:ec-tly, 
.1 believ^) ^that b;? comparison GPO. prices axe lb?rer fo^^eiiailar publications 
To carry the comparison further, tlie price indexes f6r 1972 and 1975 
ecu. ftrom^a I967-09 base- of 10o)'irere as. foUoirs: ha^cover trade-teclinical 
bool:s, 1^,1 and? 18^. 6 for an increase op'^.dM trade "and^ higlier priced 
p^perbacls books, 130.9-and 161.7' for anrincrease of 23.5/5> and U.S. Docu- » 
nients_Ser\aces, 15i|'.7 and 2cJl.l,; for an increase of C3.2;,6. ThUs, the 
rise in prices for U.S. coveriineut publications as measured by thd Eotfer . 
iiidexes for I972 to 1975 l^as been more than triple than those of conmercial 
>^J2trd , cover and paporbadc' trade and ^technical boolaj. 

t2'0^:ic^also compared VeiY favorably ^ath commercial intbla3hers_L----\ 
/injtlie-<^eGory of technical^%>orts. Th^ reslirts7Trere^as fonora^j^ZT ' . t 
/^;ommercial prices higlier^-^ iS2.5i; GPO- prices lugher -•'10.J^;o'; and alxju^ 
the same - 27.3;». .This is an area pf lamited,- specialized interest for 
the commercial sector, so'ihat^it is unable to enjoy the economies ofl— ' 
mas^ production and circulation. In this regard a comparison of 'GPO . 
prices idth those of the l:&i,onal Technical Ii^^oSnnation Service may be- 
more appropriate, :=TIC has adopted a pricij^policy for hard copy tech- 
nical reports based oil the ntuaber of pag^s^ nulti'ples of 25.' The minimum 
price for a publication o|>25^pages orjlfess is \y>yXr^ a mininum of 1^1- 
cents per page T for* 75<LOO paises,/ $5.od or a minimum of 5 deifts pe-r page; 
for l?*!— 200 T)a/?f».c4. .'i7.'?fi fv!-' a ninirviim n-p ti. rsa^^-i- c, I -^q^^ pa'^ej for 275^*300 



pages, ^9.25 or a ni^iumum of 3.I cents per page(rToj:^75-600 pages, ^13.75- 
or a minimum of 2.3 cents 'por^page. Tlie price fOTa similar Gi»0 8xlO-g-" ■ 
paperback publication is 1.2^^ cents per page. .Z3oth agencies claim 'to '** 
'operate on a "self-sustaining" basisf libj^gver, the comparison is sorae- 
_ ' what unfair to i.TI3 because its pu'plicatipns ore available indefinitely, 
are more specialiaed, ,and include all titles ever cataloged'. GPO oclls 
only those publications vHiich it prj^nts tliat liave some sales -potential, 
_and GrO also frequently nms o\vt of stbcjis and toy not reptint. 

^GPO prices co.:_ared least fd^^)ral:a.yJli■^J,--e(^paxable commercial \ • 
publications^ in the category of pamphlet §,,^of Les.s than 10 pages . The 
<2ay of the nicJcel and dimer^iidilet on >Huch^K)-J?uilt its reputation , 
for bargain prices is long cone. Thc/minirai^^'pzorce for any GPO sales 
publication ira,s ruisod to 25 cents in july.1973. About the time the! 
Survey vjas>„ mailed out iu I976, the mi^ii]i|ura price for a single publicatio; 
- lEis^ raised to "35 cents, and a policy vas established for one dollar / 

^nimum on mail orders, iiany respondents may "hot liave been'aTiare of this 
jlrnnge. Hovrever, many of those pamphlets are available free fi-om the / 

ylDsuins/publislung agenciesj a fact which-. is not laiOTm to many citizen^. 
GPO-itself' distributes frdb pai^iphlets- on behalf of the Consumer Infor-/ 
fiation Center from jjyp distribution facility i-n Ilieblo, Colorado. The^ 
dichotomy of giying^Tree pemplilets to some and. selling them to others, 
i/ill be discussocl belou. '• ' . 
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V-'* History of GPO Bricinpr-EoHcy > ' ' < * 

The current latr which establishedHhe jjricing policy for GPO sales / 
publications (^44 U.S'.C, 1703). is subject to differexit interpretation. It 

.should be revis,ed"if only to provide clarification., VJhile the Public . 
Printer has asl^ed fpr a "clear mandate" fvou Gonsress on how lie sliould 
iii^lement tfte law, he docs not feel the lavr reqviirfjs re3dH8ion. Iloi-rever, 
other factors -tiliich have aaisen since tlr^e law's l5,54r<fevision in 1932. 
reqxdre that it sliould bo brought up "to date tp<tn cuaArent ecoriomic 

. realities and 2ovcmnpnt information policj^ 'Th^se factors include, 
but are' not United to the follomnc: ^ 

(a) Arbitrar;'- -ray in wM<<ifi ipo l^as qlianced the, pricinc foxmla 
'ov^ the years, contrary te^he legislative intent of '.the law.» 
Policy on "u^er charges". •. ' " 

I^reedon o£,;«feronnation Act. . - i 

Double^^^^S-t inflation of the 1970' s.. 

JlTnent.of the independent United States Postal 
^change in. policy on postal subsidies. 
Dichotomy of ftee and sales publications, and the estab- 
of the Qonsunier Information Center. <....' 
Heed for input" f?:oH issviing/publi'siiinc. agencies on pricing 



c) 

(^) 
,e) 

oervice, 



laent 



Cg) 

policy. , , ,H . , - " 

Tlie:j;e is 'general agreement that the term "additional copies*" as 
used in section 170G means tliat.the price set by tk^ Suricrintendent of 
Documents shall be limited to those ^^osts incurred by the GPO^ for printing; 
gnd-binding the additional copies ("4«3-er cdsts"^, .and for selling .and • 
distributing those ad-ditional copJ^s. Ilotfever, there is vaUd disagree- 
ment over the tern "cost as dcijercihGd.by th^ i'liblic Planter pl«s 50 percent . 



on 



Docs the tom ,'=cost as detcmined by the Ixiblic Printer" include 
'of^ the "printing and binding costs" jiuch can' be equated iiith the fol 
lOT-diig other temsV ''incremental cpsts" or "rider costs", and/or "-cost 
of pablications sold" or "cost of publications purchased for resale" 
(T^-iich are the terns used in tlie financial siapnent of the- Sales Publi 
cations Program tliat is submitted annually to ihp I-iouse and Senate Sub-^ 
\50mBittees on Lef^islative Branch Appropriation sV? It is my interpretati 
it the legislative intent' of the origina-^S li^gislation in 1932 is 
Sbt "cdst as determined by ttie hiblic Printer" refea^ to the '.'printing 
to(Vbindj.ng costs" only, and the^^ifi^s 50 percent"-, provision .tig,s intended ' 
to p^Vide for "distribution costs" . "I use the .terra "distribution costs' 
in DMs\broad Sense to include all other costs to GPO for the operation of 
the seviep-i^SJ^ins X-^* order fUllfillmen-l;, inq.uiry servige, . advertising, 
vrai^cehpusi^g, postage, -administratiyfe over^ieadr reprint factor, alloijance 
for dpimaged or destroyed copies, etc. . . , . . . ^ 

iloirever, the inteirpretation of the current Public Printer is tliat 
th^;tenn '•cost as deterfianed by the Public Printer" includes "both the 
"^rintinc and binding co^ts^ and the ^"distribution costs", in:.- ncCormicIc 
made the follomns prepared statonent before the Houses 
Lecislative Branch* Appropriations for FY ' ^ 



omittee on 



"i^^stoidc?{}lly,^ the pricing philosoi*iy for these 
' lias been that* 'the* iaWL- r&v^mip^H^ to tlie sen^ 
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should exceed the tot^ sales program costs vd-thout regard to the 
method of financing^ That is, the revenue should exceed the total 
of the cost of printing! binding, postage, and other publications . 
costs iMch are" financed frm the proceeds of the sales of publicat-^ 
tlons, as Hell as the distrilxition and other costs which are financed 
,- from appropriation fi^ds. Some believe this liiiloewphy has changed. 
This historical pricing philosophy has not changed and is' still ^ 
being folloired.and the fact iias confirmed by a report issued .by the 
General Accounting Office on November. 19, . 197^". (p. -693) 

' . Hotrever, if the term "cost as determiiigd i)y the Public Pilnter'' in- 
cli^desvall bo.sts of the sales program (i.e. both "printing and binding 
C9sts" and "distribution costs") \^ must logically asic idiat is the pur- 
pose of the "plus 50 percent" provision? This leads to the conclusion " 
that the sales program must not only be "self-sustaining", but that it 
is required "by lair to shoTT a profit of 50 percent. This ijas the inter- 
pretation of Carper Buckley, the Superintendent of Documents from 1950 
to 1970 as- illustrated by t^e fpUouing exchange bettveen I-Ir. Buciaey and 
Chairman George W. AndreTTS, House Subcommittee on Legislative ^Srancb 
Appropriations ^turing hearings on appropriations for FY 1968t (pi o-i9) 

iJhat do yohr total .sales run?' ^ \ ■ i j 
67 million copies last j^es^around $1^;^00,000 ^ 
On that you make this profSE? 

$7>6oo,ooo. ^ ■ ■ . 

Tou make about a 50-percent profit. 
Yes. ' 

Some people call it a hundred percent profi 

Tfe,have to make the. 50 percent since tliat is the 
, markup required by lair" • 

lioifever, Ilr. Buckley's nominal boss, Janes L. Harrison, the Public 
Printer ftom I96I to. ^1970 had a differ^t interpretation of , the lair, 
Althougli the present Public Printer lias elevated the pdsition of Super- 
intendent of Docuiaents to Assistant Public Pilnter level, the appropri- 
ations hearings indicate tliat the Superintendent of Documents previously 
had a greater dbcj^oe' pf independence in conducting his operations and in 
Wbablishing policy. "Consider tliis exclieinge the folloidng year during the 
HStrxje hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations for FY I969: (ep« r^?^^) 

^ "Ilr. AndroTrs: Under the law you are supoosed, to malce ^0 percent? 
Ilr. Buckley; It says that the price TThich additional copies 
. of Government publications are offered for sale to the public by the 
, Superintendent of Documents shall be, based on the costs /thereof as 
determined by the Public Printer, • plus 50 percent . , ^ 

Hr. Andre ifsr^ It looks to me like you put 50 percent on the 
" cost. '^That^irould maldng a profit of 50 percent. 

lir. Harrison; Hot necessarily. The actual cost of the publica- 
tion is not the entire, cost of distributing the piiblication. There 
is the ^.lanclling of the publication ^d — r 

Ilr. Androifs: The l^u says the price must be 50 percent above 
tlie actual cost of th§ publication. - ; 

lir. Harrisons The costs the plant charges the Documents Division" 



"Ilr. Andreirs 

I lTi Buclcley 

ilr. AndreiTS 

IjX. Ducldey 

lir. Andre vrs 
lir., Buclcley 

ilr. Andrews 

lir. Suclcley 



TlTus,' there a difference' in interpretation of section-4W8 
(Siirine the 1960»s l^etwen the'^^blic Printer and Superintendent oY^ Docu- 
ments. The Public Printer af^reM idth oxir interpretetio^ that the^era^:: 
"cost as determined by^e ]?ub3j^S^^ meant "the ^otael cost the-<C 
Documents Division (iij^^ of Docvments) pays the plant 

(i,e* the GPO printins plant)Nf;or the publications and services". This 
is the item ^jhich tjas listed on^ PinanCial Statement of the Sales 
;:Program cLuring .thic period as '*cost^of publications purchased- for resale", 
Tlie item is, now listed as "cost of publications sold". 

IMle the GAO Report, of ITovember 19f 197^ did conclude tliat "liis- 
-torically GPO financial pliilosophy lias been that total revenues shouXd • 
exceed the total sales procraB costs", and .tliat "there lias not been a 
major chance in the financial philosophy", i^ also concluded 'that the 
'^'^"blicTtthtef's interpretation ''of' costs dfffeirs from past interpreta- 
tions". . = 



109. 
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The' leci^tiy'c history of the prese 
6L^pf the Prxntijig Act of Jsuiuaacy 12, 
for' publicaM^piis to be -sold by the Supe: 
cost to b©-^timated by the- Public Print 
steip^6luyged plates", and iiith-no mentio 
)sts". The pricing formula iras changei 
Resolution 132, as folloxTS: "cost of 

fjas 



lau is as follow: Section 
ivi^ied the f olloTjitiG. formula 
teM^it of Documents! "said 
r bgise^ u|)^^ririting from 
of recovering^^*^d4stributi6n ^ 
on i^y 11, 1922 by^Senate .Joint 
ting and binding plus 10 per 
centum". Tlie present pricing formula jias enacted on Jufle Ji, 1932 by 
Section 307 of the Legislative Appropriation Act of 1933-'~^f amendment 
Tjas one of many in an overall approp^ation bill, and the legislative 
liistory is unfortunately sparse. 

Hoxrever, thes legislative liist^pr^ sijpirs that the\ original p^posal 
in 1932 nas "contained in II. 11267r"72d Congress, and as passj?d l3y the 
House pro vid^d^ increase in the surcliaxge ' to the basic co&ir of • pointing 
and binding^ fi^om 10 percent to 30 percent* Tile surcharge ife^ subsequently 
increased to 50 percent in- a Senate Amendment, ' and. the higher figure ijas^ 
accepted in conference. Hoiiovcr, tlTe xiording of the 1922 :^it\uiiich 
specified "printing ancl binding" a& the basic cost before the surcharge 
ms changed .to "cost as de*teri4ined by the Public Printer" • Th^ intent 

' of the increasQ^ from 30 to 5) perceiit in thc^ Senate version t3S to split' 
the* difference on a "discount of not te-^xcced ^percent (tg) be alloi/ed 
to authorized book dealers and qua4ltitj: purcliasefsV^ -It-ai9i5^pected \ . 
that boo!: . dealers trould. talfe over a la;:^ part of the marketer-selling^ 
government publications cincl thereby rodu^^" the adiainisti^ativc costs c* 
the Superintendent of Documents. This has^nbt occured. Although not ^ ^ 
conclusive, there is very strong evidenfce/trat the legislative intent 
of the 1932 emendment ms merely to increase the- surcharge, and there 
!/as no iivtont to change th'e formula to' c^terminfe^ basic cost (i.e. prit|ti«ig 
and binding) upon idiich the 50 percent surcharge ms to.be levied, iiotlung 

''t/a§ mentioned about the program becoming* "self -sustaining". Tnfe program^ 
i/as riettiiig a small net profit on -the 10/5 surcharge, . and it appears tliat^. - 
Congress assumed it iroiiid continue to operate at a sciall, but feomejjhatr^ 
larger profit irith the increased surcharge . - - ^--"^ 

. The GAO Keprot of i:ovemberl9f 197^ verifies J>hat^ GPO has* oyer the 
years arhitr^urily clianged the formula for pplei^ag sales publications. 
This fact liad lx?on previously reported ixrrTIouse Report I;o. 29^^51 3Rart. II, 



8^h Congress^ 2d session; Publications Hana/^ement ' in the U nite d States 
Governiaent , January 2, 1957i. A third accouat of changes in the pricing 
forctula i& provided iti a'GP^ 'study,, dated June 23, 1975f "Pricing of Public 
Documents". There are some minor differences among the three versions. , • 

All three reports indicate that between 19^2, and 193<5 the traditional 
formula las continued; i*e^ printing and binding costs^ pluer the surcharge 
of 50 peirceiit. The GAO report indicates that in 1936 tjie-^ormuila i?as 
change! to "printing and bindifag cost plus Z5 percent to cover any^ppst^--^ 
that iioixld be incurred in a^^printing a pu^blication. The 50-perc^t ^ 
marfaip Tjas added to tlua total qost", TJus ^resiilted in an 87|^ maricup. 

^ The GPO, stti^. al§p£jjidicates-th 25^ reprint factor in 

^9^t but is not clear Tjiiether the 50fi surcharg^t/as applied to the 
printing^and bindins costs for a total marlcup^ 75^i or upon the reprint 

^ factor as irell for -anr-effective-^ia^aqLj^^ The House Report indicate^ 
tliat prior to 1953 a "reprint factoX^of^^^^ond^ "administrative factor" 
of 2Q[^had been added, but gives no sbariing "date . ^€lGAO Report ^indicates 
that in 1953 a "postage factor" of 25^ ijas added, also aI^'*administratiye 
expense\fa;ctor of 25j, increasing the marloip to 75^ "before the^irmposition 
,of the maiidatory 50^J surcharge, resulting in a tot^ marlcup of l6Z^* 
House Reptoft does' ixat^inenti^n-a^postage factor" .of 25^i but it does in- 

^''dicate tliat in November n1953 the "rep^rint-^fg^or" vns increased from Zj/o 
±0 5Cf/^, and im October I955 l^he "admidstratx^?&-f^or" ;ras- increased 
from ZC^ to 2^^, also ^f or an effective 'marluip pf 7^§-<nfer printing and 
binding cos}>6 before the mandatory 505^ surcharge. Lv AiJis£t^l973 sn ^ 
* entirelv^-T pricing .formula iras adopted based on multipljdng^^tiie ^ 

^ -and binffing costs by a sliding factor of 2,625 to 3.O (i.e^ a marltuji^ 
-16^^o 200^) and tHon^aSding^^aa^^ charges to this total. 'Tlie 

;''50^S surcharge required byl^tr ms na£^clud'ed ao ouch, but lias incor- 
'porated^intosihe formula. The 1973 fornula^and later changes iiiil be 
' discussed beloui 
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Vjhile all three reports "18^e tiiat GPO axlded a markup^ of 75^ to tt 
priflting and binding costs from 1955'Qniard, they do not^^g^pree on- 
iihether the inandatory 50fS surcharge T^as applied onlV to the printing^ajid 
binding costs for effective ii^;rlcup of 125^, or las applied after tha. 
"added;75^ .narkupi^r 'an e^^^ of 162^^,j. The GAS 'and Houefe 

Report^s also do np^ agree on the^ l^g^-ty of the added marlaip of 75->^ 
The GAO^ Report, concludes that the "iW^lc^<3^tc^ interpretation of 
-^cz^Mo^- ' dif fg3:fe<^^ interpretatiftns, l^rT^he^^blic Printer ^.is 

comg]^ying''irith the lau i?hich alloirs hin to deternine^ost. Also- the ^.^ 
^ Public Printer's interpretation of 'cost' has received tacil^ congressional 
'app^val in tliat he bp.z made his. vieirs laaoim to the House and Senate 
Appropriations Cdmn^uccG tlirougli the annual hearings and lias not met 
opposition". (p.lZX^ . • ^ ' 



\abpevei:,* it is difficult for ne to reconcile this conclusibn tdth 
the GAO?s om 'account of the legislative Iiistory in its 197^^ re^rt. In 

^, discussing the re&iaijcs of the Public Printer in support of thfe 1932 . ' 
2u-nendment, the GAO Report states "it seems clear ... that 'cost' as used ^ 
by the Public Printer iias intended to mean printing and binding cost" . 

, GAO concluded tliat "the legislative history ... appears to indicate tliat 
the 1932 amencbnent ifas intended to incraaso revenue by raising the 
peroon+n^ro naaRup of 50 jcwxrcent and the 'cost Licreof * meant the parinting 



and binding cost, or at most, the cost to the Superintendent of-^iDocuments 
of acquiring publications from the Public Printer for sal;^ to the public". 
The latter term is clearly ideiitified as the line item in the- Financial. 
Statement of the Sales Publicatio;is Profsram uhich is called "cost of 
publications sold" and/or "cost, of pablica-^ions purchased for resale"* 
The fact that the Appropidations Committees lia:^e over the years accepted 
the faulty interpretation of the Superintendent of^^Docum^nts idthout 
challenge does not change the legislative intent of the iSirT 

Indeed, the House Report also indicated that^ in the*195D's the GACT^ 
liad talcen a different position on, the legaiijiy of thaJSS m^cCip^The 
House Report concludes thcit the "present selling prices not only ihalaide 
the statutory marlcup of 5b percent, but also" include other factors idet: 
. tified as 'reprint factor' and 'administrative e2qf)ense factor' iThich in 
. their. aggregate, .Ti^^'l" stated by the^General Accountins Office to^ot meet' 
the statutory criterion-'", (p.29) The IiiJuse ^Ileport \ias also crrBical of 
"the concept vrtiich;con^4ers the pixjfit 'derived from the ,sale of publi- 
cations to consitute a source of Govomment revenue. Biiriiig the 1950*s 
and 1960 's the imposition of the additional 75i narlcup hajcL resulted in a 
net profit of over annually from the sales program. This led the 
^iouse Tieport to conclude^ tliat "it does not appear that the puTilic interest 
is best served by unnecessarily increasing the price of Government publi-* 
^cations, vdiich are preqraably printed for the edification of the people, ^ 
so as to derive excessive profits from their sales. ^Such^ practice is, 
in effect, the iihipositipn.of another form of tax"., (p. 8b) 

Tlie general price level for GPO sales publications had been increased 
in i960, jMch GPO reports Tja^s the first cl:iang!e since 1953# Hoireveir, ^this 
Tjas not dub to a change in Jhe pricing f omula used l^y the Superintendent, 
of pocuments, but ms apparently an updating of cost I'actors in the. formula' 
used by, the, printing plant to determine the basic printing* and binding 
costs. I did not investigate^ the pricing policy 6f the Public Printer , 
to determine the basic printing and binding "rider costs" . Hoirevef, 
this^is'also a . subject of cohtMversy. The editor of the iionttily Labor . 
Rev|eii 'Claims 4hat GPO costs for, printing and binding (as mil as distri- 
bution codts:}.^ excessive, and that if the agency tjere allloTred to let 
out its om contracts it could get substantially Iqirer printing afld 1 
binding costs (as Tiell^as loijer subscription fulflUiaent costs} . On the 
•other hand, F^ranl: TJamer in an article in ^ Lation, ii^arch 22, 2^75, 
, "Government Printing Office: a Vfery Odd Publislung lioiise" (p- 3^) . ^ 
criticizes the "un;jise increase of commercial printing procurement" since . 
the establishment of tlie Federal Printing Procur^ent Program in I968. 
ile argues that tliis is a reversal of . policy idiich resulted in the 
fotinding of the Government Printing Office in 1061: i.e. to tal:e printing 
aijay froij) private printers \iio \^re then (and he claims axe noir) gouging 
the Government, alearly 70^/5 of GPO printing is let out on contract to 
private ]prihters, and most' of tliat is executive department printings 
iiost^of the 30jAacconplislied in-house by GPQ. is congressional printing, 
.reinforcing the argument that GFO consitlers itself primarily as a 
Congressional Kdnter. 

As f or ;fhe sliding scale formal^ of 2.625 to 3.0 times printing 
and binding ccJsts irfiich iias adopte'd in August I973, a 1975 GPO study. 
The Pricing of* Governmpnt.^ Piiblicationjs under Section I70C, Title W\ 
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(^oncludos that the Z.6Z$^\bs oTrtained adding all factors in the old 
fdrctula; i.o.- 100^ priiitins and binding costs, plus 75/^ naxkup, 
plus 50;5 surcliarge on the l?5i (or Q?'^!^) Giving a grand total of 262.5:'. 
Althou^ the old fommla already contained a 25S marlcup for postage, the 

noTi formula adde<f the postage charges to thc^ grand total of 262. , 

> \ 

Ilotiever, in explaining the neir sliding scale formula to Congress, ^ 
the Public Printer did not mention the surcharge required by laif or " 
indicate that^ it fcad been incoirporated into the new formula. During 
the Senate hearings on Legislative Branch Appropriations 'for FY 19^5$ he 
reported tliat he hoped the neir formula-^iild get the program bade on a* 
"self-sustain3^ng" basis. He Mas stronglycliided by the Chairman 'for not 
aiming for a 50 percent profit. 

"Don't-you ever come before this cdmoittee vdth 50-perceht 
^ leeiyay under the laif and using i^hat expression you ho^e, to get it 
- to a lirealceven point. You get my above it. Before coming up for . 
±he supplemental sajdng tliat you are broke because you didn't 
charge tenou(^* You iiill be in trouble. The Icti-r doesn*t allQu it*'. 

TJhen the\ Public Printer announced a revised pricing foiAmila for 
publications iJ^der the neir General Saliss Frograia during House hearin^js on 
Legislative Branch ApproTjriations for FY^1977 iie \pLO careful to mention 
^that the mandatprj^ 50 percent surcliarge- T-y^s^^includisd. . . 

"This revised scale ras developed^ lath the intent to recover all 
co^ts associatdd iiith,the program. l?e developed this neii scale in , 
such a manner as to segregate publications into three categories, 
that is, invididual publications, subscriptions to dated periodicals, 
and subt^criptions to basifcs aj^d.^supplements^i We analyzed our costs 
to identify more accura,tely .than ever before the cost associated ; 
Tjith handling and distributing specific categories of publications^ 
These costs uere added to the^ printing and binding costs, the 50 
percent marlaip factor ijas then added to these costs and the postage. 
^ ' added to arrive at tlie selling price", (p. 426) 

The Public Printer xias also- careful to emphasize that the surcliarge 
of 50J^J las'^not imposed on the postage- charges. Hoi^ever, GEO has not pro- 
vided specific percent^es associated \ath the "distribution co^s"' - , 
markups. It has also been reluctant to provide any liard information on 
the pricing formula for these markups. Apparehtly the Public Printer 
feels that the term '^cost'as determined by the Pi^blic Printer^" lAiich 
gives hifii the authority tq arbitrarilys^stablish basic printing and 
binding "rider costs" also giveg liira the\uthority to. arbitrarily estab- 
lish' "distribution costs" bo be used as a basis for /pricing publications. 
*I do ndt agree, /m analysis of the Financial 'Statement of^thp Sales , 
rrogran for the three fiscal years, 1972, 1973, and 197^ relevals that 
printing £yid 'binding costs 'accounted for 21>i of the costs of the program^ 
and the "distribution 'costs" for the remaining 79^^. Postage costs alone 
. aocourited for Zy/^ of the costs or 109^ of the basic printing and binding 
"rider costV!^ • ' ' 

, In 1975 the Public ^Printer d^viiied the sales publications program 
into txTp separate prograjms: the Spefcizil Sales Prograin t^ch includes 
puMio^+iruifi ovejT Tthnch GPO dooo not have comploto authority to establish 
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. sellinc prices (primaxily the Congressiopal Piecord 'and vtie Fed e ra l 
Register) and the General Sales Prosram tiiich includes kll other sales 
publicatiojis over iihich* the . 'Public Printer has . authority \to establisli 
prices under pjjpvisions of seption I7O8. During the hearings on Legis- 
lative Branl5h>iipropriations. for FY 1976 the Public Printer, aslced for 

. appr6priations of $^.2 million vMch wuld subsidize' the Special Sales 
Program. The request iag^ approved, and a similar rameet^for ^,7 
million vias anaroyed in the ^ 1977 GPO appropriations. Id^iddition, 
the actual figures for FY 197^' sales prograni were corxected\to provide 

. -amounts -for a General Sales Program and a Special Sales Program. 

The price for the daily ConCTessional liecord had been set at $I*.50 
per month on I larch 3, 1886 by a jpint congressional resolution which was 
later included in the Printing Act bf 1895^ a^od subs 3quently codified as 
section 906, Title U.S^Codel *^In 1970, section. 906 ,ijas .amended as. _ . . 
folloij^ by PubUc Law 91-276, app^ved Jyne 12, 1970: ^"The Public Printer 
Biay fumitsh the daily Record to sujfecribers at a price determined by the 
Public Printer upon the cost of p&iting and distribution, such price to 
be payable yci advance" . Tlie law t^s further amended by Public Law 93-31^1 
approved June 8, 197^ itfuch transferred that part of section 906 dealing 
idth pricing to section 91Q and added the follotang provision: "The 
Congressional Record slmll be entitled to be nailed at the same rates of 
postage at viiich any neijspaper or other periodical publication, with a 
legitimate list of paid subscribers, is entitled to be mailed". 

The 197^ change, ms the. result of a disagreement betireen the Joint 
Committee on Printing and the' Postal^ Service on had authority to es- 
•tablish postal rates on mail subscriptions for the Record, and the ptoper 
rate, JGP claimed that th^,. daily Hecqrd qualified for secoM-class neirs- 
papc^ rate irfiich GPO estimated Tzould (%st. ;792,050 for 35,000 m^l sub- 
scriptions in 197^. The Postal Servio| claimed i;t did not qualify for . ^' 
2d class rate# GPO had been sending the daily Ilecord at 1st class rate . 
at a cost of v9, 270, 500 annually.' ' ' > 

• . On June 22, 1970 the Public I^nter proposed to the J(JP Chaiman to' 
increase ^j^he subscription price of the daily Piecord to .jA^ startling in 
1971 io make it " self-sustaining" • The request i^'as appax^yed Jui\e 29f 197Q. 
Roweveri 'this. action set a precedent in that the Public Printer now feels 
that he mu^t have JGP approval in order^to Oiiange the subscription price 
of the Record despite the fadt that P.l'. 9I-276 gives him a clear mandate 
to establish the price "upon cost of printing and distribution" tiitHout 
reference to Congress. "In the House hearings on Jjogislat^^ve Bianch 
Appropriations for FY 1977 he reported tliat it costs ;130 annually to ^ 
print ^d distribute the daily Ibcord (p, ^5^#.but tliat he has/been i 
unable to get approval from JGP to increase ^subscriptions prices ,in, orfier 
to get it on a "self-sustaining" basis again. 'In^ addition to the Ghn 4 
.^ressional Regprd . the folloidng congressional' publications eire also 
cluded in the' Special Sales Program: Conra:essioaal Director vi Congressional 
jlctorial DirectorV t The Capitol . Enanent Americans . Our Flag, The Con- 
stitution, 'Kow Our Lafe Are £iade. Our Ameiioan GoVesjment; Pledge of . . 
Allerdancg. ,and liigtory of Ilou^e of ReT)resoi!tatives . 

4 /. . . . - 

Tlie PubldcVPrinter estimated'that for FY 1977, the Special 'Sales 
Prcccaa would he^d.a subsidy of million. Over ^3 million 6f this 
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was needed to subsidise the Federal, riegister systen of putSdcaiionsv 
The pricing of the Federal Refdster is Governed by sectioi/l^O^, Title 

U.S. Code irtiich provides tliat "the pric^ to be chared for the 
Federal Register nay be fixed by tlv^ AdBin^strative CoEuiittee of the 
Federal Registei* established by section I506 of tliis title tdthout 
reference to restrictions placed upon aM fixed for ^e sale of j 
Government publications by .sections 1703 and I70C of .this . title". The 
Administrative Comnlttee of the Federal, negisver consists of thrfee 
persons: the ^Archivist of the United' States, an officer of the Depart-. 
,ment of Justice^appointed by^he Attorney Genersa, and the Public Printer. 
The Public Printer reported to' the House' aibcoiamittee on' legislative 
Branch Appropriations for FY I977 that he had proposed an increase in 
the subscrii>tion price of the Federal Refdster to make it selif-sustsining. 
Hovjever, his proposal died in comaittee for lacsk of a second. j[p. ^5) 
In 1973 the- Administrative Goiimittee had approved a" nominal increase in 
the subscription price from '.^ to^ $50 annually. The Public Printer , 
reported thalt it noir costs $129 annually to print and distribute copies 
of the Federal Refdster . The Special Sales ProGrams also includes the 
folloidng titles: . List of CPR»s Affected . Weekly Compilation of Presiden- 
tijl Documents. U.S. Government Ilanual. Code st Federal Re^ilations . and 
Piiblic Parsers of the President of the United States . 



VI. • Analysis of lili^.cigp>,^Stateger^^ -of GPO Sa JLes Promam 

The Govemnent Printing crfice lia^s for cumy years provided tlie^ 
SubcQiamittees on Lcsislative Brangh Appropriations idth statistical* 
tables that provide a revealinc hiastoi^ of the uales Publications 'Sxo^cm. 
I have included a consolidated suamary of sicnificajit items for the years 
.1962 to 197^, (see Appendxi D) ^Tlie first insertion in the appropriations 
hearings is a finajicial statjoent of the sales publications program iriiich 
is no^r titled; "Govemiitent Priixting Office^ lie venue, Expense, and Retained 
Earnings, Sales ff Publications". It ijas earlier titled "Income and Ex- 
pense Statement, S«perintiendent of Documents-Sale of Publications*'. Es- 
sentially the "same line items hav<? appeared since 1962 idth TeT; exceptions 
IIo statement ijas inserted in either the House or Senate Approptiations 
hearings for fiscai.yeairs i966 and 1977 T,4iich T^ould h^ve provided the 
actual figures forVfiscal years 196^ and 1975> respectively. lines^l 
throu{ji 13 on the- consolidated table aire takeii^from the Financial State^eif 

The second regular insertion has been a series of tw statistical 
tables. The first is a "Stomary Qf l/orkload" for the Superintendent of 
-Doj^iments lAiich includes the foUoTiing 'activities: number of sale orders; 
^tters^f^4nq\airy, amount of 'Sgiles (lin^e 1 oix the consolidated' table); 
number of pubHication^ sdld,^ (line I5 on the^consolidated table); publica- 
tions distributed for other GovepOTnent agencies; number of publications ^ 
. distributed, to depository, libraries; and number of publications cataloged 
'and indexed. The second table 'consists of only tiro line items, but it 
is more significaiit to this report. It is noir called "Appropriations and 
idscellaneous ^leceipts"» Its earlier title las ^"Appropriations and 
Earnings". Th6 first line ^ (line 15 on the consolidated tabile) lists 
"Appropriations, all^SuDocs Programs". * The second line (ling 16 on^the 
consolidated table) is nou called "lascellaneous receipts to Treasury"*, 
It^ms previously called "Earnings (mispellapeoufe receipts to Treasurer)".- 

Lines 1 througli I3 aire a consolidation of Ane items from the Finan- ' 
cial Statement of the GPO Sales Publications Program. lane J. sliorrs. income 
or revenue ftom the s^de of publi coitions. In the 'healings for FY' 197^^ 
appropriations, separate statement^ irere furnished for the General Sales 
Program and- the' Special Sale's Prograia ijith actual figures for FY 197^. 
I have also sliotjn these as a combined figure. , line 1 shov/s a gradual 
rise in sales". from plO,902,GQO on 5't,762,00O!publicatiorts in FX 1962 to . 
$23,160,000 ift FY 1973 on^saa.pa of 78,000,000 pub£fccations.^ This represent 
an increase of 11^7^ in income on an increase of k7^ £n volume. Howver, 
there iias a sharp increase of in income from 1973 to 197^ based oil 
an increase of only 755 in volume, reflecting the* sharp rise in GPO prices. 

Idn^ 2, "Other Incrfme" combines three separate line items from the 
Financial Statements gratuitous revenue (sale of other Govfemment publi- 
cations by other sales agents of Superintendent of Documents); 'deposit 
accounts inactive for 10 yeeirs and unidentified remittance; and uhredeemed 
public documents coupons. The healings on FY 1976 Appropritii^ons added 
fourth line item: sale of T^aste^paper, The exceptional figure bf 
^13, 197, TO for FY 1972 includes an ertraordTnary item of ;ri2,702,000 
Trfiich^ represents a supplemental approbation tr?msfer in tliis amount 
for seilarioab^and ercperisds XmoStly postage). Tlie exceptional flguro^of 
$6i 759^000 f or rr l^51&icludes an eortraordin^y item of <>6,21^,000. for \ 
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and e3i:penses — 
those years • Line 
i • 

lines ^ throucli 8 are" -entered on the ilnancial Statenent under the 
subheading "Ebcpense",- line ^rvas" previously titled "Cost of publications " 
i . for resale", aA'd nou called "Cost of publications sold". I- beHeve that 

the amount on' this 'line is the '.'cost" referred to in section I7OO to irtiich 
, the Superintendent of Documents should add the 50 percent ''surcharge to 

obtain -a selling price for publications. Again there is a sliarp rise in 
^ expanse {Q2^ ftom 1973 to I97^ b^seid on an increase of only 7/o-'i^ the 
number of publications spld.- Tl>e main culprit for the sharp rise in , 
prices is shovjn in Lino 5, '.'Postage , for €ales copies mailed". %ore ms ' 
only' a gradual increase* from I962 to 1971, \jhen there a Sharp rise 
• 'from p2, 065,^00 in FY 1971' to i515,057,000 in FY 197^. Tliis figure fell 
, °2,clc considerably during. the next tfro- years to 1 about ;i)ll million. This'' 

' > Tra,s due primarily to the change* in postal rate classification for the 

popfygS?ioaal Record . f^m first class to second clasd ncvrspaper i%te. 
rhe earlier postal Urates liad been established in 1955 and Tiere- not' changed 
, 1972 fonoTdng.the establishiSent of the United States lostal 

Seinh.ce. The increases ftrom 1955 to 1971 irere due to incifeases in the • 
. ^ volume of mailings, • idiich irere pro-rated' against the basic ^955 rate ' sc^e . 

Line '6 represents "Unsalable Publications" iihich liave been sold for 
scrap or- elise discarded.- Line 6, "Administrative Expense" las- added for 
the J)earings on FY 196O Appropriations ijith acttial figures for FY I966. 
■ hearings for this item iMch by 

FY 197^ had groTjn to a considerable annual expense, of'feearly $5 nxllion. V 
2^'^*^® *^°"se hearings on- Legislative branch Appropriations for PY 197^, 
f ^ the JCP Chairraafi, l.U^-ne Ilays paiticitlarly critaical of the extent of 

«f such "overhead'!- items iMch led liin to ^call>C-?0 an r'ineptly • run Fodoral \ 

^eaucracy in irtUch^you are getting jibout 10 p^cent efficiency and ' ' 

..J , productivity from eijployees^'. (p^ .II71) Line 8, ''i>tal Expense" is ■ " " 

.obtained -by adding Lines thrdu(^i 7. • '7"" 

• • ■ • ' ■ ' • ' ~ '\ ' 
. ' ...T, X ^' Operating Income" is .obtained b^ silbtfacting Line 0, ' " " 

■ Total Expense" from Line 3. "Total Kevenuof'. In the mid 1960»s this 

line Item ms called "Adjusted Grqs^^.Ekcnii^s" . In , the FY 1976 Financial ^ - ' ' 
Statement it is calle^d "Earnings' Wore deduction of 'Salaries' and ^ 
expehses' approptriation expenditi^tes" . . Jhis line represents the amount ' 
Trtugh^ turned >to the U.S. T/easury as ''iiiscellaneous receipts" It 
^--^ the same amount nhich is refo^ed-Jlr the table of "Appropriations and . • 
iiiscellaneous neceipts". -Th^ amounts for1:T 1972 and PY 1973 can be misr- 
"m?"^T reasons indicated above, since they include in Line 2, 

uther Inpome , lafge supplfctalf appropriations for salaries alid 
°°"^ecfed figures for FY 1972 ^roul^ shou a deficit of 
-;^p(+,^SrOOO and f/r .PY 1973 a deficit -of sU, 261,000. • ' - 

^ine 10 represents the' total for about 11 separate iteihs of expen- 
ditures fcom /ppropriat-Gd fmids.. Janes 11 and, 12 of -the consolidated , " 
tabie repres^t tijo of the nor^feignificant line items -iriiich r.ial:e up tliis 

\^ ^ ^ T"^* "Personal.<i5onpensation" or "Salaries", frhich il- 

lustrates ^> — ~ .. . - , . , » . 
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lother reason for, the sharp .rise in oxpGaises''i|id sales prices. 
> ros9 gracluany fVnn tvi^llion to million in the 19So's. 
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In the five jW^s.ftom i960 to 197^ this expense increased 26^rto over 
$13 million, ano I2' lists el^pensesTt5r-^ iihicla is mostly 

postage, ■ Prior to the FY' 19?C .statement (FY 197^ actual) the figure rns 
broken out or a large line iteia cabled "rent, coiummi cations, ^and utili- 
ties". ^Tlie FYI976 'st«rtem0nft-T^ovided only •the consolidated expense iiithr 
out the separate brealcoutr," Tbls \^ a relatively insicnificarit item 
i tHrou^iJX1971. The e^xceptionally ip.gh ficure of <J12,820,000 for FY 1972 
i^Loludesthje supplencntal appropriation of i>l2, 702^000 mentioned above, 
lolceiiise-, the figure of 4^91 6iK), 000 for' FY 1973 includes the ^pplemental^ 
appropriation of ;6rEl^,000. IIoi/eV^Tr the' hearing record does not explain 
the reason for tjhc continuanc^f^e higli figure forjFY 197^. 

^ /line 13, "i>M3afni^ is obtained by subtracting Line 10, "Expen- 
ditures froa^ Appropriated Fluids" from Line 9; "Het Operating Income*^'; 
ITiis i> i^he, "bottom line" idiich tells ijliethet the program has broken* even 
(i •e . selJ-sust^ua4ilg)j^^^ or loss . Line 1^, ' "Profit on 

;^les^' i'STioT'part of the Financial Statement. I have computed this peiv 
" centagG based cn the j;elation of Liiie 1, "Sales*: to Line I3, "liet 3amings" 
It very graphically illustrates tliatjbhrouj^out the 1966* s government pub- 
^ lications were c^^istently ovei^dced by nearly 25^ due to the unijaarrantecl 
added marlcup of 7>5. ' ^ 

^ LineG-i5'*thrQugh I7 show items lAiiph ^rere regularly, published ih 

trro adjoining tables in the appropriatiohs heaririEs,*' £ine I5, 'iiliimber ^ 
of^Publicatiofis Sold" is talcen from the table, titled "Summary of Woriaoad". 
Lines 16 and 17 are the tiro 'ling items of the Table noir called "Appropri- -? 
anions and lliscellaneous Hedeipts", Line 15.s1iotts the total, appropria- 
tions .for all Superintendent of Documents[^ programs. ^Another financial ^ 
statement in the hearings provides the breaI:out for the ai5>ropria^ions 
alJ.otea^±o each profprajn as folloirs: sales distriijution (same tis Lines 9 
and 17);^ distribution for other agencies j deposiliOiy library distribution; 
cataloging and indexing; and contingency^ fund. _J?he second line of the 
Jable (larie 17) du^Ang the 196o*s, ms called "^tenlings (miseellaneous 
receipts to Itcacury)". ^ ^ 

During the 1960*s the Supeiinteiidentv 5f Documents invaodably in his 
prepared statement to tlio Appropriations Subcommittees .pointed vjith prid^ 
to tliis second table iriiich'shoirs tliat "earnings*' ftom thejsales^progmm 
not only covered the c::pense of that prograja, but also the expense of the 
"non-revenue producing" o^peratit>ns -tf his . office. Tl:iis Tjas true for the 
years i960 tlnrough I967 and fox, 19^9 after the I968 price increase • 
IIoiiQvpr, the. Superintendent of Documents neglected to volunteer the in- 
forination that Line 17 represente^d -"gross* ecirijings and not "net" earnings. 
During the hearings on FY I97I appropriations he iias forced to confess, 
to Cliairman Andrews in the^ House (primarily at th'e prompting of ^Public : 
Printer riar9rfLson)^tliat his "net" '(or real;) profit tias onljs^about $2 million 
and ry)t over $10 nilli;on plus as shoT:jn on the table, (p. 6I3). During 
the Senate appropriations hearings the same year, Chairman liontoya through 
astute C[uestionii}c pried the sam& adnis^sion from a reluctant Sujferinten- 
dent of Documents. Cp#,,^70) - _.^-_-:^c.-- — " — 



VII.. User Gharp;es; i&chotomy of Rree and Sales Publicat ions; FOIA . 

Although I do not accopt tho Public Printer's' interpretation of sec- 
tion ;L708 that the ^PO sales publication prograja must be fully self-sus- 
taining, this finaJicial philosophy appears ^^-*e^423^^^^-^® ^^^^ federaJ. 
policy Qn~"user. charge&"^ Such i)olicy iza^^-^cJ^edby Section 5OI, Indepen- 
dent Appropriations Act of 1952, and'Cg^^^&ed as sectibn W3a, Title 3I, 
Uniied^States Code. ' 

' ''It is the ^ense of the.Gongress tliat any publication 
issued by any Federal agency ... shall be self -sustaining to the full 
extent possible and Wie head 'of .6ach Federal agency is authorised 
by regulation to prescribe therefor such fee, charge,^ or price . 
' to be fair and eq^uitablaJ^^Ia^g into consideration direct and 
indirect cost to the Government r value to the recipient, public 
,$oli6y,' or interest served, euid ot^ier ^pertinent facts ' s 

It irould appesir^tliat the key jtoase in the Act pertinent to the GPO 
^saies publications ptogran is "shall be self-sustaining, to the full extent 
possible". lio^iever, judicial interpretation of this section provides 
interpretationr^of" the equally signific^t term"^|niblic policy or interest 
"s^ed". The footnotes to the U.S. Code Annotated provide this analysis: 



"Tliis section lao enacted to alloir Federal agencie^s to recoup 
posts from identifiable ' siPecial beneficiaries * ^•hcre tho services 
" rendered; inured *^to the bapefit 'of special recipients and not to the • 
general public. V. Under provision of this section *., reasonable 
ciTarge should be made "to eacli. identifiable recipient for - measurable 
unit or amount of government service or property from trtiich h^ 
..derives special benefit, and no cliarge should be made for services' 
lAien'identific^on of ultimate> beneficiary" is obscure and searvices 
jprimarily-^beiie^^^ toeadly-thc general piiblic". 



the GPO sales publications program nor any other fcdc^^J 
-pr6^^ must be fully self-sustaining^ , As taxpayers vre. support manjr pro- 
grsims fcom iriiich ire as individuals receive no direct, 'identifiable ^benefit. 
IIoTTOver, such programs are financed from public funds since^they Berve 
the<^erieral public interest. Federal programs must be se3i50ustainiii2.^^^ 
^only to'thd extent to Tihich,they serve "special be^^?x]^f$!!^^PifBlic 
Ji^braries irfiich buy gove3cnmeiit documents to make^^^vemmont information 
available to citizens ibijld probably not consider themselves to bo 
"special beneficiaries"^ .Other types of libraries, including not only 
academic^ and school libraries, but special librarieferas-t?ell serve tho 
genpa^Tihterest to a. greater orj^esser ^ext$n^♦'^E^^ mald.ng publications 
-available to citizens at^a r^g^w able pnce serves the pi^blic interest 
in most cases. . ~ > 



*T^c Public* Printer is not adverse* to federal subsidies for sales 
publicatibns, especially for- libraries. ffilSO allotTS a 50f^ .dieoufit to 
publicly supported libraries on sales of British government documents. 
Iloiiever, the Public Printer.-<f5"gitKthat such subsidies should come from 
func]^ appcropidated to the issuingAublishing agencies tAo presumably 
loiou better idiich publications hav^^^ju^lic interest or value. *t)n the 
othfti^ ivinri, bo inpi-?od nn tKa Tt/Mioo h^ibrijae^ on Appropriations for FY 
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L977 'that agencies can't provide an unbiased evalxiation of the sales 
/potential of thei3?-publications, ' "Bvery^edit02Mflio fcenerates a neir publi- 
/ cation thinks it is a tjest seller, another 'Gone lath' the Wind% and, 
believe me, many- are not^^ (p. ^53) 

The problen of establishing a fair pricinc policy- is .cpmplicated by 
the historical paractice of issuinc/publishing agencies providing ftee 
copies of many GPO- sales titles to individ/ials and organizations, either 
through 'automatic diotribution on mailingm or upoi> individual re- . 
quests. Indeed, the Superintendent of Docuci^ts is directly involved in*^ 
distiribuiing ftee publications througfi his Statutpry Distribution Service, 
and through the operation of the Consumer Information Center Distri^jutici- 
facility at' Pueblo, Qolpsrado. These distribution services ere financed 
fron appropriated ftinds. Tlie Supenniiendont of Documervts also operates 
the Depository Library System under idiioh appro:diaately 1,€00 libraries " 
througliout the country receive selected categories of publications free 
of cha^rge^ The entire • prograja is financed fron appropriated funds, under 
provisions of Chapter I9, Title ^, United States Code. 

This situation has. not clianged much, from 19tf9 iihen Janes L, L'cO&iy 
nade the f ollovdnc assessment in his Government Publications for the 
' Citizen i Rei^ort of the rablic Library Inquire/ ; 

**De spite- the fact that government documents are theoretically 
for said, mo^st of them are given aiiay.* Only the uniformed, the • 
modest, tlie hurried, .or the rigliteoufe buy then, for'^y going to the 
- JiBsuing agencies, or to Congress one apparently can-usually by-pass 
the Pointing Office. Tlie Jiajority of Federal publications are dis- 
■trf^butgd^ by agencies liiose policies vary, but tend tov/ard generosity,- 
^--^itKougli some agencies recently appear to be tic^itening up on 'gi^ts 
. to individuals. There is no rational policy dividing sales from'- 
gifits", (p. k^l) . ^ ^ ^ . 

. After 0on,ductinG hearings in 1956 on the "Sale and Distribution/ 
Government Publications by the Superintendent of Documents", the Sub^. 
comr^ttee to Study Federal Printilic and Paperrrorl: of the Committee on 
ilouce Administration made the f ollotdng recommendation: (House Beport • 

c^29^5» n. 11, p. 00) I : . ' ' \ 

. ^ "There is need for enaitment of legislation lAiich lAll clearly 
set forth the ^licy of the, Government so as to distinguish botircen^ 
tl?ose publications iMch may be distributed ix> the public mthout 
cost -to the recipients and jthose \iach must' be purchased from, the 
Superintendent of Document^. The needed legislation should- correct 
the.paradoxial condition ndir e:?isting irfiereby many publications 
may be obtained tiithout co^t, if reciuested from the issuing acency 
• or lierabers of Congress out! of quotas available to theA, but for a. 
pnce if- ordered from the '^perintepdent of l)ocuments". ^ 




nnor ^'^^ recently, Ralph Haddr in his .plicated column of January 5, 
197^ undey the headline, "CPpt JJealc and Ifeaxy" made the folloT4n^dmments5 

"The GPO»s pricing policy^ suffers from several cpnfmdictions 
... Year after year,' most govenuiont docunents are^^^dlstributed 
froo to oitir.onn ^jho JmoH-tdiom- to a^;; (such a^^eir member of 
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iBs; ^r^ther governiaont agencies for internal or public 
oh. Estimates indicate that no more than 15 percent 
gwemment^^^je^ents are sol^f* ' - 

signijKt6ant to this disOTs^ on on iinancial jMlosophy is 
fidera], information policy. The recent trend has been for more opemjess, 
and less ^secrecy In government , and to make information more freely - 
'available to the public as exemplified by the Freedom Information Act>. 
/Privacy Act, Federal Advisory Committee Act; and Goy^rmaent in tfie Sun- . 
shine legislation, HoTjever, "freedom of informatiorf' does not dutolnatiW! 
cally provide^ the applicant tdth i^prmation '^fteq^^Of jpharge% Federal^ 
\ agencies are authazlssad to charge fees by . section 55Zra)W(A), Title 5» 
HJ.S.^ ^-Code vdiich "shall lio limited to reasonable standiard charges 'for 
document, search and duplication^ and provide for recoverytgfonl; 
direct costs of such search and duplicati^jn'' . »HoTOV^».^-^^6i2rhas an added > 
proviso simjglar to tliat found in seotioA ^3a, Titlf^l-J "Documents shall . 
^ Be ftumished vathout* charce ^9r at a rpduced^ohaj^ tBiere ihe ag^cy^- . 

termines that iiaiver or reduction of the.-^^ is in the public inteirest. 
'ipe.qause fumishinc the i'nfonaation can be considered as primarily benefit- 
ing the general public".. ' , - ^ > ^^ . t 

The Consumer Information Center provides an^^expunple lAiere the .Coiff-^ « 
• mittees on Appropriations have given tacit approi>al Hip a policy ttf pro- ^ 
viding free-distribution of government publications. The Consumer ^ 
Information Center iiafe es^tabli'shed, on October 26, 1970 by EbcecUtiVe Order 
11566, One of its main responsibilitiep is to increase public ^Ivjareness 
of/ and provide majdmumraccessibilityyt'b consumer ^infonrati on. Jlhe 
primary vehicle for doin(5 this- is the "'|uart0rly Consuiaer iQformktion- 
Index. More than 20 million 'co^es of ^he index are distribute axjqii^ly, 
approximately. 2/3^. of the, total by members of Congress; , The.'ln'glex foF^ 
Summer 1976^ lists^ and annotates 238 'cons&mer publications^ of irtiich I3I ? . 
*are *fcee. The remaining iO? are inexpjsnsive publications > of i^ch only-^ 
12 cost more than one dollar. These puTa|cations are* distributed from 
a centi:^ distribution facility at Pueblo^olorado, liiich is operated. „ 
by .the Superintendent-^ of -Documents. ^ The^ Center's *aEprppriationg cover \ 
^the^eost df^blishing'^and' bulk distrlbutio^i of th/lndex^ Thfe issuing^ 
agencies furnish the free publications. OperationTof the distribution ^ 
-rf^^M^ is coveired hy^appropriai^xtm to the Government Printii^ Office. 

/irlarge sil^e- of the Center's Mdgei is devote^\to a. na^tional -public ^ r ^ 
-'service campaignMdth announcements on teldVi^ibh and radio', and adver- 
• tisetients in magazines TM^h ei^lmidzp-the iiidex and availability of ^ 
publica^tibhs . "^A national' calapaign las coriductedln late 1975 and earip^ 
1976 in cooperation' lath General liills to advertise .a frep. Department of 
Agriculture nutri^n pamphlet, "iThe^^ Tjt^fS^r 
campaign caused^the I^blic l^n^^er to aslt for a supplemental approprf-ation 
of 5900,000 for FY 1976^ to cover costs of rospcnding^o the increased * ' 
Tjorldoad,* . . 




other encl trere the^pul)lic Hl^rarians (X3.5o)_ Over of- the librarxanc ' 
recommended ,sonie type of sjibsidy, and of the tliree choices presented the 
msb pojwlar vjas to subsidize the administrative and overhead expenses 
(less postage) of the SupeariLntendent of Do9Uiaents '(35.^^)f^tjhe second most 
popular vBs tp subsidi^ze a33^jadmiiiistrative and overhe^^osts inol^dipg • 
jtostage {i9.Q}o)\ and the leaist popular subsidy i^as to co^ postage costs 
(6.^). The laajor groups of litearians gcndrally. ' '?iiade their 
choices in this order, "except that the first choice of ihe state govern- . 
ment" librarians ;5as a subsidy for all adjainistrative and overhead costs 
including postage^^ Their response for this choice QiO.^S) i^ias >jell above 
tlie average. 

• 

^ lAbrarians favor partial subsidies to reduce the jadces for GPO 
. ^bliQations and bring them back to a reasonable price. level. VJhile the 
high percent in favor of subsidies was not surprising, the librarians* 
first choice of option "c", and the lotr-percent choosing option "d". ^jas 
surprising. I e3Q»cted a hif^ite percCTt to choose options i4j^.pr<ndde 
a «2bsi4y fortipostage^ since the increase iir postage charges heid been 
identified ^as the prime culprit for tlie sharp rise in GPO prices. Indeed, 
the American Library Association has faVored subsidy of postage on^ inailing 
government publications to libraries. Probably few, if any of the respon- 
dents TTcre aijare of how much each subsidy \ns irorfch. An analysis of the 
Financial Statements for the GPO Sales Erogram for the tliree fiscal years 
1972, 1973» and 197<^ shoim that the cost of "printing and binding" (i.e. . 
lone ^ on the consolidated table) accounts for only ZXo of the cost of 
the sales program. The "distribution costs" account for^the remainiXJg 
7%> of tlie cost, of trfiich postage accounts for 23^ of the total cost. 
Thus, the follotring subsides wuld be provided by the options: ''b" - 
795^; "c" - and "d" - 23?j. If the Superintendent of Documents 
priced sales publications in accordance irith the legislative intent of 
*the lay (i.e. Printing and binding costs plus 5p percent), less tlian one 
third (3^2^^) ijould be recoverecj.. A marlaip of 37^ 'i/as required to malce 
the program ftilly self -sustaining^ . 
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Agencies- and Publications IlgLPa^epgnt- 



0 



Hot only Ixfec^iians and other useife are 'concerned about the sha^ 
/ rise in jirices for GPQ-s§Ies publications* The issulxig/publishing agencies 
are also concerned about tte-j^ing policy for publioations >diich they 
prepare and publish. The Government^J^rintiiig Oftice is a central jctntlng 
establishment, and the Office of the Superintendent of Documents is Sts ^ 
sales a^ent.^ GPO is not a publishing office r^nlike coBunercial practice, 
the govemiaent publisher is forced to abdicate a laxge^ degree of. control 
of its pal^lications. Duriijg the hearings on I^slative ficanch^Ap^ 
ations for PY 1977 in both houses, the Federal Editors Association^an^or- 
ganization of civil servants }iio ijrite and edit publications, of federal^^ 
agencies) submitted fo^.-the record a resolution adopted by the Association 
on August ^, 1975. • ^ ^ I : 

lath respect to the separation of puBlishing, printi^i and sales 
5nanagement,the Association that "the present system^ of distributing 

subscription publications to the public gives publishing agencies no ^ - 
opportunity to manage the publications. 'Our agencies have the strffcutory-' 
obligation to nake information available^jfeo-the^blic and" to pay the\ 
.basic cost of publishing^ but have no^say in setting the prices chargepl * 
to the public". ' -.^^ ' ^ 

The Federal Editors Association has since dissolved and its membefe 
have joined forces irLth the Government Information Organization to form 
a neu organizS^tion, the national Association of ^Government Communicators. 
It is understood tliat the neu organizationr"i~5^^GO concerned about the- - 
lacli of management control T^ch issuing agencies have. over the printing 
, and selling of their publications.' ^ • 

IJhile I am unable' to evaluate' tho-merlts of the publishers* desire . 
for greater management control over the printing and sale of government, 
publications (noir the -statutory responsibility of the Gqvemment Printing 
Office), I feel that closer cooperation is needed betwen the issuing/ 
publishing.. agencies and the GPO, The sharp arise in prices certainly had 
an adverse impact on the information and publishing acti^ties of these 
agencies, and they should be consulted on these matters. A good ejcample 
of such cooperation is the recent action by the^Bu^eau of labor Statistics 
in ob t ai n i ng price reductions of lOyi to 35^ on its seven most important^" 
subscription pjeriodicals. These reductions wre achie^yed throu^ talks 
tith GPO officials in irtiich. it xias mutually agreed that prices ^could be 
reduced by^ a change from first class mailing to other satisfactory pos- 
tal, classifications ' trtiich cost substantially less. 

I also feel tliat there should Tje a full examination of Title 
U.S. Code particularly th^^e chapters ijhich are primarily a codification 
of the Printing Act of 1(J^'. Tlie cliaracter of coverna«ifc printing and 
publisliiriG has clianged r^isally over the 'past C50 years, -n 1095 the 
Congress ma the predoMiiant branch of Government. Host executive de- 
partnents \iQxe concent^ted in the Wasliington area, and did. a limited ■ 
amount of publisliing, llotrever, ndth advent of the Deal in the 
1930 's and the trro I'orld UaTs, tjfie executive arancli has^ expanded enor- 
mously and its publishing activites dtraxf those of the legislative . • 
branch. let, the central agoncy rosjxwjsible for sovexxxmmt printing 
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reiaains in the legislativp branch, and it irould appear gives preferred 
treatment to congressional printing requirements. . ^ 

I feel that an exgj n i n ation of Title ^ should consider i4iw(ther tlio 
Government Printing Office should be traxisferred to the executive branch, 
or liiether a comparable central printing 'establishment ^should be provided" 
for the executive branch. In 19^, Jam^s iicCamy Hrote^a hife Government , 
Publications for the Citizen that *'the Gov^mnent Printing- Qffice is 
pimfLrily an' executive agency in Its .-function, eiqd it ^ould t)g gglaced : 
in thSe Executi^ Branch <>i Govemnent iSiere it could coordinate the 
publishing and distribution of publications for the entire govemmeht"'. 
(p. 80) In August 1975f Ilobert E. Lerds, Vice^ Kresident^ Urst ITational * 
City j3anlc of IJeir Yoric in an address at the ?,nnual meeiing of the American 
Statistical Association reccMnmended "the establishment of a separate 
printing office 'for thb Executive *3r?Dch. 'The GPO does. a good and ef- 
ficient job for the Legislative. Branch i^ch controls its purse^jings;' 
it has done an increasingly expensive and unsatisfacftoiry job for the 
Executive 'departments and agencies 'and for the cental public"* \ • . ^ 

UeantMIe the Chairman of the Joint Committee on "Printing reguesied a 
^pplemental appropriation of ?3O0,OO6 for FY 1976 to "complete^ a" com- 
"Jirehensive management revieir and analysis of the Goyernme^rfc- Printing 
Office's orgsnizations, poUcies, sjst^ and. processes". This request 
yas incorporated into the Second Supplemental Appropriatipn Dili, I976 
(K.B. 13172) iduch Tias approved by the Erecidont'on Jxzne^ i> I976 a^ 
P.L, ^^yy^. Tlie request resulted f&n the appearance bf the JCP Chair- ■ 
man before" the House Su^oinmittee .on "Legislative ^^Jranch Apjarqpriatiops 
for PY 1977 in Tfiiicfi he^^iiticised the overall management of GPQ operations 
and suggested tliat^ a det^xlei^oanagenent study of jGPO tjas reouired.. Dis- 
satisfaction Tdth the-GAO's Ptcport of iloyeiaber 19, 1974. on PrLc^iS pnd 
the GAO survey on cmtoinati<Mistribution.of 'documents led loathe sugges- 
tion to engage an outside coxisultatit . (pp. Il69ff) It' is expected tliat^ 
a management consultijig ^fim irould c^rq^l^te a study in six months and 
revi^ir such *^:ey activities as larehousingT^^fflsfea^ta inventory ^ * 
management; product costing, pribing, and hillingT^rsonnel management; 
product offerings and promotion; production planning ahdT'SDntrol;- pro- 
curement; management information, and loi^-range planning". 



X. Gonelusions ^nd Recoimnendations . 

shar^lree 'in prices"' if or GPO sales publications since Hovember, 
' 19?2'ha;s greatly exceeded the rise in the Consumer Price Index, and in 
prices for commercial publications/ These price increases have had an 
adverse effect on .the ability of American libraries to provide, govern- 
ment information to the American citizen ♦ ^ . • / ' 

* Ctae^ of the mai^ caus.es for' the shaarp rise in GPO prices has been - 
the increase in postal- charges folloiang the establishment of the in- 
dependent United 3ta?tes Postal Sezndce ancl eiiminaiion or reduction of 
postal subsidies. The- largest price increasi^s have been telt,in peri- 
odicals and -other serial publications in iMch postage is a large com- 
ponent of the price* • Postal charges could be reduce'd by providing sub- 
sidij^s to4he Postal Servi^ce. 'GPO should also consult idth the issuing/ 
^ publishixi^ agencies to insure that the lotrest .postal classification is 
used which lall still satisfy the neecis of the user,^. 

The rise in GPO prices h^ also been due to significant increases 
in salaried and other administrative expenses. There is reasonable 
doubt as to i-^iether the GPO Sales Program is 'operating as efficiently 
/ as it should. This topic should be investigated by the - consultant to ^ 
the ^oint Committee on Printins^ Tiho idll conduct a compreheiisive manage- 
ment survey of GPO operations^ ^ s - , " c< 

The Government Printing Office has since 1936 violated the legis- 
lative intept bf the law governing the pricing* of puBlications for sale 
to the'puljlic (section 17O8/ Title United States, Code) . The Ian 
\iaich j?rovides that the price for GPO sales publications shall be "based 
on co^ as determined by the Publia printer plus 50 percefit" is subject 
.to different interpretation. Indeed, it has .been interpret^ted differ- 
' ently pver^the years by the Piiblic Printer and other go vfemmen't. officials 
' directly concerned viith the program. The law should bfe revised if only 
to pr:6yide .'^the needed clarification. ' * ' ^ 

Hch«ever, revision -^Of the law is urgently needed to bring it in line 
viith cx£rrent ^fcpnomic tealiti^s, and ^lith senera.1 federal policy on user 
charges. The legislative intent of the law. is that the selling price of 
GPO sales publications sliall b^ based on* rider costs for printjLng and 
binding additional isales copies, plus a 50 percent stircharge to cover the 
added •'distributioft ' costs" . F!rom 1932 when the law iras. amended until 
19^6, the Superintendent of Documents followed the le^slative intent - 
of the Jaw arid was able to malce a small net profit on the 50^percent 
surcliarge. /Prom 1936, to I955 the Superintendent of Documents added ^ 

markpp for a reprint factor.' Froik 1955 .to 1^72, the Superintendent ; 
of Documents added a 75^ markup, 25^ eiiph for reprint, postage, and 
administrative expense factor$. Tlii^ effective -laarkup of &7t percent^ ? 
in^ contradiction* of the legislative intent of the law resulted in annual 
net proms of about 25 percenji. Ilo^/eveir, from 1972 to 1975 fith the 
rise in postage costs and administcati>e expenses, the "distribution 
costs" Sx:counted *f Or* 79^j of the costs* of the GPO sales program. It - 
would have .required a surcharge of 35&/. to make the program self- ^ 
sustainiiig, vahet^as only, a 50^poyr-oent sur^tharig^^ ^ aJlowed by lair. 



Section- 1708 shcnild be revised to conform >ath general federal policy 
on user: cliaxges as-expressed in section A63a, Title- 31f United States 
Code. This policy provides that covemment seinricos for "special 
beneficiaries", should bs^sclf^sust-aining to^the'^fullest extent possible. . 
Hovmer, it' also provided that programs irfiich "priinarily benefit broadly 
*'the general public" Wy b<K subsidized, from, appropriated funds., >' - 

The-i problem of establishing a fair pricing policy is complicated ^ 
by the dichotomy of the federal goyeminent pTOviding fte^ pub^ cations 
to some individuals or organizartions (by the issuiiig/publi,shing cigoncies, 
members of Congress, Consuner Infonaation Center, etc.) and requiring 
^ others to, buy them from the Government Printing Office, "ilany citizens 
are not a^iare of tlus largesse of ^he federal government. Tlae sales 
program of the Government Printing X)ffice provided a recognisable and 
gjjtraditional central point from ijliich citizens G::pect to be kble to obt&in 
government publications. Providing government publications to the 
AmericcUi citizen at reasonable prices from tliis central point benefits * 
broadly the general Tniblic. Education and advertising programs idiich^ . 
inform, citizens of the.a.vailabiJLity of these publications also benefits 
the gefieral py.blic. General policies, should be established on the ^ 
classes of users and/or classes of publications yAiiph should be subsiidized 
from appropriated funds, for the operation of the GPO sales service. The 
agency best suited to estaldish such policies is the Joint Committee on 
Printing., " * 
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